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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

1 , Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 43-54 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2, The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which fonns the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention Is not Identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, If the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner In which the Invention was made. 

3, Claims 43-45, and 51 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Herman et al. (US 6633757) in view of Fitzgerald (US 6564056). 

Regarding claims 43 and 51 . Hennan teaches a wireless communication system 
(see column 4 line 53-column 5 line 3, and column 6 lines 17-27, i.e. wireless LAN 
[WLAN]) comprising: a first wireless telephone (see column 6 lines 52-60, i.e. cellular 
phones, or several other devices) and a second wireless telephone (see column 6 lines 
52-60, i.e. cellular phones, which is understood that the devices can be several cellular 
phones to share the services, and column 14 lines 61-63, where it is explained that 2 
devices that "share" services can be of the same type, i.e. "implementations are 
possible where devices are employed which have essentially the same building blocks") 
and sharing at least one service of the one or more services with the first wireless 
telephone (see column 15 lines 36-38). Herman also teaches that the WLAN may 
comprises access points which can provide the wireless devices with access to a wired 
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network, which can be understood that the devices can be connected to some service 
provider. However, he does not clearly disclose that one of the wireless telephones (i.e. 
cellular phone) is subscribe to a service provider. 

Fitzgerald teaches of a hub, or wireless device, used in a wireless network. He 
teaches the idea of the wireless device within the wireless network (item 100 in figure 1, 
shown as HUB, with wireless connections to item 108 and wireless interfaces 150), is 
also connected to a service provider to receive services in figure 1, see HUB 100 and 
cellular network 108. (Also see column 3 lines 65-column 4 line 11) 

Therefore it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of invention to utilize the subscribing to a wireless service provider as in Fitzgerald, 
with the wireless network that shares services in Herman. The motivation for doing so 
would have been to allow the devices within the wireless communication system (i.e. 
the wireless network), to enable the devices (i.e. cellular phones) to communicate with 
external service providers (Fitzgerald column 1 lines 58-64). 

Regarding claims 44-45. Fitzgerald further teaches the idea of multiple service 
providers connected to the wireless network in figure 1 (see telephone network 106, 
data network 104, and cellular network 108). It must be understood that the Fitzgerald 
figure 1 is just an example of the invention and may possibly contain multiple cellular 
networks (i.e. wireless service providers), thus allowing for subscribing to a second 
wireless service provider different from the first. 

Regarding claim 47. Fitzgerald further teaches the idea wherein the first wireless 
telephone and the second wireless telephone share a single wireless service plan 
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administered by the first wireless service provider or the second wireless service 
provider in figure 1 , where the service provider is the cellular network 108, and the PDA 
124 and phone 130, share a single service plan registered with the cellular network, (i.e. 
the HUB device 100, registers with the multiple networks and allows for the devices 124 
and 130 to connect to those networks through it, therefore the HUB can have one 
service plan with the cellular network and the multiple devices can share that service 
plan.) 

4. Claims 46 and 52-53 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over the grounds of rejection as applied to claims 43-44 and 51 above, in further view of 
Walker etal. (US 6246755). 

Regarding claims 46 and 52-53. Herman and Fitzgerald teach the limitations of 
the previous claims. 

However, they fail to teach the limitations wherein the first wireless service 
provider cooperates with the second wireless service provider to share at least one 
service. 

Walker teaches sharing revenue between service providers (revenue is shared 
between the content providers and telecommunication service providers; col. 3, In. 21- 
47, also see column 2 lines 14-21, i.e. access different content providers, reads on the 
service providers cooperating to share their service, which can be telephone 
connectivity). 
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Therefore it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of Invention to utilize the sharing of revenue between service providers of Walker 
with the communication network that shares sen/Ices as in Fitzgerald and Herman. The 
motivation for doing so would have been to aid in reducing the high cost of telephone 
connections for such services (column 2 lines 19-21 of Walker). 

5. Claim 48 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the 
grounds of rejection as applied to claims 43-44 and 51 above, in further view of 
Marchbanks et al. (US 6266401). 

Regarding claim 48. Herman and Fitzgerald teach the limitations of the previous 

claims. 

However, they fail to teach the limitations wherein the first and second wireless 
telephones share a single billing report under the single wireless service plan. 

Marchbanks teaches of a consolidated billing system for use in telephony 
networks. He teaches the idea of combining network and third party usage charges 
integrated into a single bill (see the abstract). 

Therefore It would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of invention to utilize the single billing as in Marchbanks with the communication 
network that shares services as In Fitzgerald and Herman. The motivation for doing so 
would have been to allow for consolidated accounting of services provided (Marchbanks 
column 3 lines 43-44). 
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6. Claim 49 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the 
grounds of rejection as applied to claim 48 above, in further view of Walker et al. (US 
6246755). 

Regarding claim 49. Herman, Fitzgerald, and Marchbanks teach the limitations of 
the previous claims. Fitzgerald further teaches the idea that the second wireless service 
provider is different from the first wireless service provider as explained in the rejection 
of claim 45. 

However, they fail to teach the limitations wherein revenue obtained under the 
single wireless service plan is divided between the first wireless service provider and 
the second wireless service provider. 

Walker teaches sharing revenue between service providers (revenue is shared 
between the content providers and telecommunication service providers; col. 3, In. 21- 
47, also see column 2 lines 14-21, i.e. access different content providers, reads on the 
service providers cooperating to share their service, which can be telephone 
connectivity). Since the revenue is shared between service providers, thus, it can be 
considered that it is divided amongst the two. 

Therefore it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of invention to utilize the sharing/dividing of revenue between service providers as 
in Walker, with the communication network that shares services as in Jagadish, 
Fitzgerald and Herman. The motivation for doing so would have been to aid in reducing 
the high cost of telephone connections for such services (column 2 lines 19-21 of 
Walker). 



Application/Control Number: 09/971 ,080 Page 7 

Art Unit: 2617 

7. Claim 50 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the 
grounds of rejection as applied to claims 43-44 and 51 above, in further view of 
Chennakeshu et al. (US 6542758). 

Regarding claim 50. Herman and Fitzgerald teach the limitations of the previous 
claims. Herman further teaches the first wireless phone is a personal phone in column 6 
lines 54-60, i.e. personal digital assistants and cellular phones. Herman also teaches 
the wireless Ian can be located within a car in column 6 lines 47-50. 

However, they do not distinctly teach wherein the second wireless telephone is a 
vehicle wireless telephone. 

Chennakeshu teaches a telephone for use in a vehicle (see the abstract and 
figure 1). Also see column 1 lines 24-26, and column 3 lines 58-column 4 line 9. 

Therefore it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of invention to utilize the vehicle phone as in Chennakeshu with the communication 
network that shares services as in Fitzgerald and Herman. The motivation for doing so 
would have been to allow for easy access to the wireless telephone by the driver of the 
vehicle. 

8. Claim 54 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the 
grounds of rejection as applied to claims 43-44 and 51 above, in further view of 
Ginzboorg et al. (US 6047051). 

Regarding claim 54. Herman and Fitzgerald teach the limitations of the previous 

claims. 
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However, they fail to teach the idea of paying a fee for the sharing of sen/ices. 

GInzboorg teaches of Implementing charging In a telecommunication system. He 
teaches the idea of charging a fee for sharing of services in column 5 lines 1-6. See 
where he mentions that a billing service provider collects charges for usage for several 
providers, and may get a certain part of the profit or a fixed fee for compensation. 

Therefore It would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of invention to utilize the compensation for sharing of services as In GInzboorg, 
with the communication network that shares services as In Fitzgerald and Herman. The 
motivation for doing so would have been to allow for compensation to the service 
provider for the services provided (i.e. collecting the usage charges as in GInzboorg). 

9. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Michael T. Thier whose telephone number Is (571 ) 272- 
2832. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday thru Friday 8am-5pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, George Eng can be reached on (571 ) 272-7495. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned Is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Infonnation Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more infonnation about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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